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Provide an explanation of the reason(s) for the determination. A medium confidence level is selected because the
project is overall on target for success. Because the project is in the early stages of establishment, predicting which
way establishment will proceed is difficult. The high interest levels, involvement and dedication of landowners as
well as commitment by the district staff improve the liklihood of achieving successful establishment. Because
perennial cover is becoming well established on this site, the project should meet proposed outcomes for runoff
reductions as calculated by the district.

Site Assessment Lead(s) Conducting Site Review (Signature Required): Carol Strojny
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Minnesota
RESTORATION EVALUATION PROGRAM for LEGACY PRQJECTS
Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources
e Minnesota Department of Natural Resources

NATURAL RESOURCES

e

PROJECT EVALUATION FORM

PROJECT BACKGROUND

Project Name: Native Grass Cost Share and Incentives For Runoff Reduction, Erickson
Date of Review: 9 August2012

Project Location: County Scott  Township/Range/Section: Township 113N Range 22W Section 36

Project Manager / Affiliated organization, Contact: Paul Nelson/Natural Resources Program Manager/Scott WMO
Fund: OHF[ | cWF[<] PTF[ ] Praject Start Date {Fiscal Year): 2010
Predominant Habitat Type:  Prairie/Savanna/Grassland E Woetland D Forest D Aguatic D

1. Goal(s) of the restoration Convert 6.9 acres of cropland to native grasses; reduce runoff. Create habitat.
Quantifiable objectives of the restoration Establish permanent vegetative cover which will result in reductions in
sediment and phosphorus runoff {expect reduction in 29.67 tons sediment/yr, 29.67 |bs total phosphorus/yr, and
3.22 acre feet /yr of runoff. (10 year practice)

What plans / record of project decisions / prescription worksheets are available? Where are they located?

File stored at SWCD office with conservation plan, seeding plan, operations and management plan, and
communications record.

2. Is habitat restoration a primary or secondary objective of the project? Primary[ | Secondary E

3.  Whatisthe status of the project? Treatment/ establishment phase @ Post-establishment phase ||

4.  Hasthe plan or project implementation been modified from the original plan? Yes| ] No E
If yes, why and how?

Have alterations in plan or implementation changed the proposed outcomes? Yes[ ] No E
If yes, how?

PROJECT ASSESSMENT

Site Assessment Attendees - Reviewers: BWSR: Carol Strajny, Dan Shaw, Greg Larson; MN DNR: Wade Johnson -
Project managers: Ryan Holzer - Property owners: Erickson, not present

5.  Site description (by reviewer): Twao fields, formerly in row-crops, ajacent to a woodland and row crop field.
Woodland buffers ravines and waterway. Seeded in 2011.
Soils: Loamy soils
Topography: Gently rolling; property adjacent to ravines and waterways
Hydrology: Over 95% of area reviewed was upland; county average precipitation {reported) for May and June
wetter than normal, July was dry.
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Vegetation (structure, dominant species % cover, invasive species (MN DNR) % cover, other): Approximately 60-
70% cover in native vegetation (native cool season grasses 40%, native forbs 15%, warm season grasses 5-10%
cover). Observed adequate native spacing (native stems every 2-3 ft). Non-aggressive agricultural weeds had
about 30% cover (ragweeds, horseweed, curly dock, wooly cupgrass, alfalfa, fleabane). Invasive plant cover was
low overall (<1% bull thistle and hoary allysum). A small low spot in the field had reed canarygrass cover.
Implementation and management are still in progress.

Surrounding conditions (adjacent land use / veg.): Residential, agriculture (annual crop, pasture), woodland,
waterways.

6. Survey methods used (include deliverable format, # of pgs.): Visual assessment by meandered transects
through fields.

7. Is the plan based on current science (best management practices, standards, and guidelines)?
Yes & No D Describe for yes or no. Plan includes techniges to establish clean seed bed and to establish a
diverse, permanent cover of grasses and forbs.

8. Listindicators of project outcomes at this project stage: Percent cover and spacing of native species; success of
control of weedy and invasive vegetation; vegetative cover.

9. Does the project plan / implementation of the project plan reasonably allow for achieving proposed project
outcome(s)? Yes[<] No[ ] Explain. Native vegetation is establishing at a density (every 2-3 feet) to adequately
meet goals of sediment and phosphorus reductions.

10. Are corrections or modifications needed to meet proposed outcomes? Yes[ | No [
If yes, explain.

11. Has anything been done or planned that would detract from existing or potential habitat? Yes[ ] No[X]
If yes, explain.

12. Are proposed future steps, including long-term management, practical and reasonable? Yes[{ No[ ]
If no, explain.

13. Are follow-up assessments needed? Yes[X] No[_] Explain. The vegetative community typically shifts
towards a higher dominance of native warm season grasses towards the 3" or 4" growing season. This site was
seeded in 2011. Therefore a follow-up assessment during a later phase in establishment would be beneficial to
determine success.

14. Additional comments on the restoration project. There was no evidence of soil erosion, and the site is
progressing as planned (as expected for the first few growing seasons).

PROJECT EVALUATION

The project will: Confidence of outcome determination
a. Likely not meet proposed outcomes [:l 1. Low [:l

Minimally meet proposed outcomes [_] 2. Medium [ ]

Meet proposed outcomes B4 3. High B4

b
c.
d. Likely exceed proposed outcomes [ ]
e. Greatly exceed proposed outcomes [_]

Provide an explanation of the reason(s) for the determination. A high confidence level is selected because the
project is on target for success. During our assessment, we observed 9 of the 11 forbs planted and all six of the
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native grasses seeded. The high interest levels, involvement and dedication of landowners as well as commitment by
the district staff improve the liklihood of achieving successful establishment.

Because perennial cover is already well-established on this site, the project should meet proposed ocutcomes for
runoff reductions as calculated by the district.

Site Assessment Lead(s) Conducting Site Review (Signature Required): Carol Strojny
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Minnesota E F—
RESTORATION EVALUATION PROGRAM for LEGACY PROJECTS ﬁg
Minnesota Board of Water and Seoil Resources Vinnesota
D Minnesota Department of Natural Resources it

PROJECT EVALUATION FORM

PROJECT BACKGROUND

Project Name: Nine Mile Creek Date of Review: 8-15-12

Project Location: County: Hennepin  Township/Range/Section: 117/22/25

Project Manager / Affiliated organization, Contact: Kevin Bigalke

Fund: OHF[ | cwrF[<] PTF[ ] Project Start Date (Fiscal Year): 20 11
Predominant Habitat Type:  Prairie/Savanna/Grassland [ | Wetland[ | Forest| | Aquatic <

1. Goal(s) of the restoration: Address channelinstability and sedimentation to address aquatic life impairment.

Quantifiable objectives of the restoration: Bedload and turbidity measurements to monitor reductions in sediment,
invertebrate and fish Bl scores to track improvements in biotic community.

What plans / record of project decisions / prescription worksheets are available? Where are they located?
Engineering plans for project construction, Clean Water Fund project description provided by Nine Mile Creek
Watershed District and Barr Engineering (project designer).

2. Is hahitat restoration a primary or secondary objective of the project? Primaryg Secondary D

3.  What is the status of the project? Treatment / establishment phase E Post-establishment phase D

4, Has the plan or project implementation been modified from the original plan? Yes[ | No[X]
If yes, why and how?

Have alterations in plan or implementation changed the proposed outcomes? Yes[ | No[{
If yes, how?

PROJECT ASSESSMENT

5. Site description {by reviewer): Urban setting. Road right-of-way along a significant reach of project area, with
city park or open space in all other areas. Road and bike/walking path created constraints on project footprint. Lower
portion of project flows through type2 wetland {(degraded by dominant reed canary and hybrid cattail}. Pre-project
stream channel was almost straight {likely due to past channelization) and was actively eroding into road right-of-
way. Channel had previously been diverted to flow through a pond near the downstream end of the project. This lead
to rapid filling of the pond with sediment, reducing its effectiveness at treating stormwater runoff from contributing
areas.

Soils: Houghton, a poorly drained muck that is high in organic content.

Topography: Low-gradient area, espeicially in downstream reach of the project.
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Hydrology: Stream flow is flashy due to prevalenceof impervious surfaces in watershed, and lack of rate and
volume controls for stormwater runoff. Riparian vegetation in upstream reach through park land will experience
periodic inundation, interspersed with mesic conditions during dry periods. Soils in downstream reach in type 2
wetland will be consistently saturated, with periodic inudation.

Vegetation (structure, dominant species % cover, invasive species (MN DNR) % cover, other):  Riparian area in
upstream area is a mixture of reed canary grass, giant ragweed, and willow. Planted vegetation is in early phase
of establishment, so it is not expected that those species will be evident. Willow and dogwood stakes are
sprouting in places, but survival appears to be 50% or less. Weed control maintenance was being performed
during our site visit. Downstream new channel reach flows through reed canary/hybrid cattail meadow.
Surrounding conditions (adjacent land use / veg.): Upstream reach is parkland with mowed turf grass.
Downstream reach is reed canary/hybrid cattail meadow.

6. Survey methods used (include deliverable format, # of pgs.):  Project plans were reviewed prior to site visit.
Site visit included a walk of the project reach, visual assessment of project stability (banks, channel bed), and
observation of riparian vegetation community.

7. s the plan based on current science (best management practices, standards, and guidelines)?

Yes[X] No[_] Describe for yesor no. Channel design utilized HEC-RAS and XP-SWIM modeling of flows. New
channel was designed to accommaodate bankful discharge, with higher flows dispersed across the flood plain. No
explicit modeling of sediment transport. At a minumum, channel design should consider the competency of the
channel to transport sediment to reduce the potential for channel agradation or degradation. The site may have
limited sediment inputs due to urban infractructure, which could affect project success. Stabilizing banks to reduce
erosion in a sediment-starved system may lead to channel degradation. This risk is reduced by the presence of grade
control structures (cross-vanes) that will prevent or limit downcutting,.

8. Listindicators of project outcomes at this project stage: Due to the early establishement/imcomplete status of
the project, no quanitative measures of project success on achieveing ultimate goals for sediment reduction and
aquatic life improvements. Channel cross sections and profile of project areas currently receiving flow appear to be
functioning as design, increasing channel stability and improving habitat. Vegetation establishment is ongoing and
success is yet to be determined. Weed control maintenance is being done to aid in establishment of plantings.

9. Does the project plan / implementation of the project plan reasonably allow for achieving proposed project
outcome(s)? Yes[}{ No[ ] Explain. Project design is appropriate to accommodate the flow and sediment that
must be transported through the project reach based on modeling. Construction phasing to allow for vegetation
eastablishement in new channel reaches, and toe protection in areas where flow was maintained throughout the
project, will increase initial stability of the chanel. The more appropriate channel dimensions, pattern, and profile
created, as well as improved riparian vegetation, should increase channel stability, and improve habitat for aquatic
life.

There are some limitations of the project that may prevent full achievement of project goals. Aquatic life
impairments are likely not caused solely by local habitat degradation. Instead, watershed-scale impacts from
untreated stormwater runoff from an urbanized area created a flashy hydrograph that is not desirable for sensitive
aquatic biota. In addition, urban runoff can have elevated levels of pollutants that impair aquatic life. This project will
not address those stressors on the aquatic community. Instead, continued work will be needed to improve
stormwater management in the watershed through retrofits and redevelopment opportunities that will reduce
runoff volumes and pollutant levels, and control the rate of stormwater runoff.

Establishment of permanent native vegetation will be challenging at this location. There is an established seed bank
of invasive plants, and abundant source populations of those species upstream. Only through continued maintenance
of invasives will the riparian community likley sustain predominantly native species. It is possible that more resilient
species such as willow sp. and dogwood sp. will be able to be self sustaining,.

10. Are corrections or modifications needed to meet proposed outcomes? Yes[ | No[X
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If yes, explain. As mentioned above, | do not feel that changes are needed to the channel modifications that
comprise this project. However, to meet improvements in the aquatic life of Nine Mile Creek, continued work will be
needed to address watershed impacts on stream flow and pollutant levels. This work will be difficult given the fully-
developed status of the watershed.

11. Has anything been done or planned that would detract from existing or potential habitat? Yes[ ] No[X
If yes, explain.

12. Are proposed future steps, including long-term management, practical and reasonable? Yes No [ ]
If no, explain. Long-term management of riparian vegetation for shrub species such as willow and dogwood will
likely have the best chance of long term success in meeting goals for improved bank stability. Control of invasive
species such as reed canary grass will be needed annually until a shift away from a grassland habitat type occurs.

13. Are follow-up assessments needed? Yes[X] No[ ] If yes, explain. New channel sections have not been
connected to flow at the time of the assessment. Permanent vegetation has not become established in any of the
project reaches. Evaluation in 3 years time should allow for a better assessment of project success, especially if
turbidity and bedload measurements are taken or if biological monitoring information is available.

14. Additional comments on the restoration project. This is a challenging location to do a project that can show
measurable improvements in biotic community, given the legacy of urban land use in the watershed.

PROJECT EVALUATION

The project will: Confidence of outcome determination
a. Likely not meet proposed outcomes |:| 1. Low D

Minimally meet proposed outcomes [ 2. Medium [

Meet proposed outcomes ] 3. High ]

b
[
d. Likely exceed proposed outcomes [_]
e. Greatly exceed proposed outcomes [_]

Provide an explanation of the reason(s) for the determination:  Given the constraints of the project location, the
design is adequate to create a channel with improved stability and aquatic habitat. The lack of sediment transport
assessment leaves greater uncertainty about outcomes, but grade control will limit any potential channel
degradation. Reductions in sediment input are likely. However, improvements in the biotic community are uncertain.
Because physical habitat is only one aspect that shapes biotic community, improvements may be limited by other
factors such as water quality or hydrology that are being affected by watershed land use. Continued work will be
necessary to increase treatment of stormwater, and to reduce the rate and volume of stormwater runoff. Invasive
species may limit the ability for native riparian plants to become established.

Site Assessment Lead(s) Conducting Site Review (Signature Required): Brian Nerbonne, Stream Habitat Consultant,
DNR Fisheries
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Appendix II: Outdoor Heritage Fund Restoration and Management Plans
As required by M.L 2009, Chapter 172, Article 1, Section 2. Subd. 10. (3)
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	2a Wildlife Management Area, Scientific and Natural Areas, and Prairie Bank Easement Acquisition (Final)
	2d Northern Tailgrass Prairie National Wildlife Refuge Land Acquisition (Final)
	2e Minnesota Prairie Recovery Project (Final)
	2f Cannon River Headquarters Habitat Complex (Final)
	2g Accelerating the Wildlife Management Area Program (Final)
	2h Accelerating the Waterfowl Production Area Program (Final)
	3a Minnesota Forests for the Future (Final)
	3b LaSalle Lake: Protecting Critical Mississippi Headwaters Habitat (Final)
	3c Accelerated Forest Habitat Enhancement (Final)
	3d Northeastern Minnesota Sharp-Tailed Grouse Habitat Partnership (Final)
	3e Lower Mississippi River Habitat Partnership (Final)
	3f Protect Key Forest Habitat Lands in Cass County (Final)
	3g State Forest Acquisition (Final)
	4b Accelerated Shallow Lakes and Wetlands Restoration and Enhancement (Final)
	4c Shallow Lake Shoreland Protection: Wild Rice Lakes (Final)
	5c Land Addition to the Janet Johnson Memorial Wildlife Management Area (Final)
	5d Metro Big Rivers Habitat (Final)
	5e Protecting Sensitive Shorelands in North Central Minnesota (Final)
	5f Restoring Native Habitat and Water Quality to Shell Rock River (Final)
	5g Outdoor Heritage Conservation Partners Grant Program (Final)
	6c Technical Evaluation Panel (Final)

